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SENATE—Friday, January 4, 1991

The Senate met at 11:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the Vice President.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

* * * Blessed be the name of God for
ever and ever: for wisdom and might are
his: And he changeth the times and the
seasons: he removeth kings, and setteth
up kings: he giveth wisdom unto the wise,
and knowledge to them that know under-
standing.—Daniel 2:20-21.

Eternal God, it is impossible to exag-
gerate the danger of our times and the
immensity of the problems confronting
us, nor can we predict the human emo-
tion aroused by the issue of war. But
neither is it possible to exaggerate the
incalculable resources available in
Thee. Help us, Lord, not to struggle as
if there is no God to whom we can turn.
Help us to realize, “*Man’s extremity is
God’s opportunity.’

Yesterday, Senators solemnly swore
“* * * to support and defend the Con-
stitution * * *°'' a contract borne in
the hearts and minds of our forefathers
in their tiny colonial community,
struggling with impossible cir-
cumstances under the threat of the
most powerful military force in the
world. They took God seriously, found
their direction and resolution in Thee,
O Lord. Grant that the Senators in
their struggles remember they, too,
may turn to Thee to find their way.

In the name of the Prince of Peace.
Amen.

e

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
standing order, the majority leader is
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Mem-
bers of the Senate, yesterday Members
of the leadership proposed to the Sen-
ate a series of unanimous-consent re-
quests to establish the process by
which the Senate will conduct its busi-
ness in the coming year. All of them
were what may fairly be characterized
as routine requests to set up a process
for not just the coming weeks but for
the full 2 years of this Congress.

For many years now, it has been the
practice for the Senate to recess fol-
lowing the formal convening of the new

(Legislative day of Thursday, January 3, 1991)

Senate in early January until later in
the month, generally until such time
as the President presents his State of
the Union Address and his program to
the Congress for its consideration.

On November 30, all Senate offices
were notified in writing of our inten-
tion to proceed in that routine manner
and to provide that, during the period
between January 3 and January 23, no
bills or resolutions would be intro-
duced. That was to permit Senators to
use the period between January 3 and
January 23 for the drafting of bills, for
the numbering to be obtained, and to
prepare for their introduction later in
the month.

That has been, as I indicated, the

normal, standard operating procedure
in the Senate for many years. And as I
also indicated, all offices were notified
in writing on November 30 of our inten-
tion to proceed in that manner.

Prior to yesterday, I was unaware
that any Senator objected to that pro-
cedure. Prior to yesterday, I was un-
aware that any Senator wished or in-
tended to offer a resolution or any
other measure on yesterday or at any
time prior to January 23. Had I been
aware of any such intention, I cer-
tainly would have been prepared to ac-
commodate any Senator's interest in
the introduction of resolutions.

I wish to make clear to all Members
of the Senate I have no objection to the
introduction of any resolutions. We
were simply following a standard prac-
tice which has been followed in the
Senate for many years and with re-
spect to which prior written notice was
given to all Senators.

When it became evident yesterday,
by way of objection, that some Sen-
ators wished to offer resolutions, par-
ticularly relating to the Persian Gulf
crisis, we proceeded to meet in actu-
ally a series of meetings with the Re-
publican leader, with many of our col-
leagues, to try to work out a process by
which we could accommodate that in-
terest and concern. I believe we are
now at or very close to having been
able to do that, and I hope to be able to
propound to the Senate shortly a unan-
imous-consent request which will ac-
commodate that.

What I would like to do, if it is agree-
able to all Senators, is to permit the
introduction of resolutions relating to
the Persian Gulf crisis today, to permit
full and extended debate for as long as
any Senator wishes to talk on that or,
indeed, any other subject—any Senator
is, of course, free to speak on any sub-
ject at any time under our rules—and

thereby accommodate the concerns of
the Senators who expressed that inter-
est on yesterday.

That is my intention. I believe we
have worked it out in a manner which
is satisfactory to all of those who ex-
pressed a concern yesterday. We are
now awaiting final approval by all Sen-
ators in that regard, and I hope and ex-
pect to be able to propound that re-
quest shortly.

If we are able to gain consent to do
that, then Senators will be in a posi-
tion today to introduce such resolu-
tions on that matter as they wish and
also to engage in such debate as they
wish.

It is my intention not to attempt to
limit any discussion today, that we
will stay here as long as any Senator
wishes to talk. That is a very dan-
gerous statement, I know. But I think

it is appropriate under the cir-
cumstances.

Mr. ADAMS. Will the majority leader
yield?

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes.

Mr. ADAMS. Was there a limitation
on resolutions as to between concur-
rent resolutions which need not go to
the President and resolutions that
would require Presidential signature?

Mr. MITCHELL. If I might suggest to
the Senator that perhaps what we
could do is to—I was under the impres-
sion that the Senator had seen this. I
read it at a meeting last night at which
the Senator was present. Why do we
not put in a quorum call, and I will be
pleased to go into this with the
Senator.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod for morning business with Sen-
ators permitted only to speak therein.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Prerident, for
the information of Senators, the full
unanimous-consent request setting
forth the procedure which I described
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earlier that we hope to follow has been
cleared on the Democratic side. Sen-
ator DOLE has just received, a short
time ago, copies of the full and revised
version, and he is consulting on the
matter. We hope to hear back from him
soon.

In the meantime, 80 as to conserve
time and to permit all Senators who
wish to speak to do so, I have obtained
this consent which permits Senators
only to speak, not to introduce any
bills or resolutions of any kind. That
will follow as soon as we are able to
gain final approval of the consent re-
quest which I described earlier. So, for
now, any Senator may speak on any
subject which he or she wishes to.

I would hope that as soon as we hear
from Senator DOLE, and assuming we
gain approval for these requests, that

whoever is speaking would permit me "

to interrupt for the purpose of gaining
the consent, and then we proceed in the
manner that I earlier described.

The acting Republican leader here
has indicated this has been cleared
with Senator DOLE.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
distinguished leader will yield, we are
advised it is acceptable as stated by
the leader, and we appreciate his co-
operation.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues.

SENATE LEGISLATIVE SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on
November 6, 1990, I circulated the pro-
posed legislative schedule for the 1st
session of the 102d Congress.

This first scheduled recess has now
been canceled.

I am inserting the balance of the pro-
posed legislative schedule in the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. However, as was
the case with the January recess, all
Senators should be aware that this
schedule is subject to change.

The proposed legislative schedule is
as follows:

SENATE CALENDAR 1991—NONLEGISLATIVE
PERIODS, 102D CONGRESS, 18T SESSION

February 11-18: Senate not in session.

February 12: Lincoln's Birthday.

February 18: Presidents’ Day.

February 19 (Tues.): Senate reconvenes.

March 25-April T: Senate not in session.

March 29: Good Friday.

March 30: Passover.

March 31: Easter.

April 8 (Mon.): Senate reconvenes.

April 20-May 5: Senate not in session.

May 6 (Mon.): Senate reconvenes.

May 27-June 2: Senate not in session.

May 27: Memorial Day.

June 3 (Mon.): Senate reconvenes.

July 1-7: Senate not in session.

July 4: Independence Day.

July 8 (Mon.): Senate reconvenes.

August 5-Sept. 9 (August recess): Senate
not in session.

September 2: Labor Day.

September 9: Rosh Hashanah.

September 10 (Tues.): Senate reconvenes.
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WAR POWERS

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader for providing us
this opportunity to speak. I understand
the necessity of getting the unani-
mous-consent request cleared on the
other side to permit us to introduce
this resolution today.

I am hopeful that the White House
will not object. I am hopeful that we
will be able to introduce the resolution
today and put it on the table.

Nonetheless, it is important, as 1
stated yesterday, that the Senate de-
bate this issue as thoroughly as pos-
sible, not after the bullets start flying,

_not after the dogs of war have been un-

leashed, but now, before.

At the appropriate time I will intro-
duce the resolution that I sought to in-
troduce yesterday, which simply states
that prior to taking any offensive ac-
tion against Irag—and it specifically
says Irag—that the President must get
explicit authorization by Congress be-
fore such action may be initiated.

So hopefully there will be no objec-
tion from the White House and the Re-
publican leader will not object to this
unanimous-consent request to intro-
duce this resolution today.

I want to take this time to explain
the resolution, why I feel it is nec-
essary that we debate this issue now,
and perhaps speak a few moments on
the issue itself, the Mideast situation.

As I said, Mr. President, this resolu-
tion does not address the merits of
going to war or not going to war in the
Mideast. It does not reach the merits of
whether or not sanctions will work or
sanctions will not work. This resolu-
tion is simply a reaffirmation of what
our Founding Fathers deliberated over
many days in Philadelphia, what they
wrote explicitly into the Constitution
probably more clearly than any clause
in the Constitution, and that was that
Congress alone has the power to make
or to declare war. And once war is de-
clared it is the President who is then
the Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces to carry out the mandate of
Congress.

So it is simply a straightforward res-
olution that reaches to the constitu-
tional question, not the War Powers
Resolution—which is legislation passed
by a previous Congress—but the Con-
stitution itself, and again to reaffirm
that neither this President nor any
President can commit our troops to of-
fensive military action without ex-
plicit authorization of Congress.

The Framers of the Constitution
were very, very wary of giving one per-
son the power to declare war. Alexan-
der Hamilton explained that certain in-
terests are ‘'so delicate and momen-
tous' that to entrust them ‘‘to the sole
disposal’’ of the President is unwise.

The Framers were further concerned
that the judgment to initiate war
should not be lightly made. Madison
spoke of war as ‘‘among the greatest of
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national calamities,”” to use his quote.
Thomas Jefferson desired an ‘‘effectual
check to the Dog of War."” George
Mason said that he was ‘‘for clogging,
rather than facilitating war.”

James Wilson, one of the most impor-
tant participants at the Philadelphia
Convention, explained the rationale for
giving to Congress the power to initi-
ate war. He said, *This system will not
hurry us into war.” How about that.

We keep hearing from the President
that he has lost patience, that we can-
not have any more time, that we have
a deadline. But James Wilson, one of
the participants in the framing of the
Constitution said:

This system will not hurry us into war; it
is calculated to guard against it. It will not
be in the power of a single man, or a single
body of men, to involve us in such distress;
for the important power of declaring war is
vested in the legislature at large: and this
declaration must be made with the concur-
rence of the House of Representatives: from
this circumstance we may draw a certain
conclusion that nothing but our national in-
terest can draw us into a war.

As a Congressman, Abraham Lincoln
wrote that the intent of the Constitu-
tion was ‘‘that no one man should hold
the power of bringing this oppres-
sion"—of war—*"‘upon us."”

Originally the Framers had a clause
that provided that Congress ‘‘make”
war—that only Congress have the
power to ‘“‘make’ war—but they
changed it to ‘‘declare’ war, in order
to give the President ‘‘the power to
repel certain attacks,” and to clarify
that it was the Executive's function to
“‘conduct’’ the war once Congress au-
thorized it.

James Madison wrote that ‘‘in no
part of the Constitution is more wis-
dom to be found than in the clause
which confides the question of war or
peace to the legislature and not to the
executive department.”

So again this unambiguous constitu-
tional mandate was to ensure congres-
sional debate and authorization prior
to the entry into war except in the case
of sudden attack.

Alexander Hamilton explained in the
Federalist Papers:

[Tlhe President is to be Commander in
Chief of the army and navy of the United
States. In this respect his authority would
be nominally the same with that of the King
of Great-Britain, but in substance much infe-
rior to it. It would amount to nothing more
than the supreme command and direction of
the military and naval forces, as first Gen-
eral and Admiral of the confederacy; while
that of the British King extends to the de-
claring of war and to the raising and regulat-
ing of fleets and armies; all which by the
Constitution under consideration would ap-
pertain to the Legislature.

That is the Congress of the United
States.

He made it clear they wanted to not
use the word “‘make’ but ‘‘declare” in
order that the President could repel an
actual and sudden invasion of the
United States.
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So any objective reading of the Con-
stitution itself and the clear language
of the Constitution, or any reading of
the Federalist Papers, or writings of
those who drafted this clear clause in
the Constitution, can lead to only one
clear and unambiguous conclusion:
that only Congress can declare war,
and the President has the power to
repel attacks and invasions, which is
not the situation at hand.

So again this resolution is necessary
because we have been adrift in this
country for some time, letting the ex-
ecutive branch take us from one mili-
tary action to another. Whether it is
Grenada, whether it is Panama, wheth-
er it is Nicaragua, wherever it might
be, and now in the Mideast, Congress is
not actually taking a position under
the Constitution to exert its constitu-
tional mandate.

I will be frank in admitting that
there were many in this body in pre-
vious times—I will not speak of
today—but in previous times who were
glad to shift that responsibility to the
President. You know, why take a posi-
tion on it if you do not have to. Let the
President get out there on the point. If
he wins, they can support it; if he does
not, then they can be against it. There
has been a lot of talk that Members of
Congress want to put themselves in
that kind of position. This Senator be-
lieves very strongly that each person
in this body and in the House must
stand up and be counted on this issue.
Are you for it or are you against it?

This Senator believes quite clearly
that the President cannot conduct of-
fensive military operations in the Mid-
east unless he gets prior approval from
Congress. As I said yesterday, now is
the time and here is the place to debate
this issue, not after the bullets start
flying. After that, a different dynamic
takes place. Are you going to support
our young men and women who are in
combat? Are you going to rally around
the flag and support this country in its
hour of need? Then the dynamics
change. Now is the time to debate this
crucial issue of the powers of the
Presidency.

Much has been alluded to by speakers
on the floor of the Senate yesterday
that no one was contacted about this
resolution; that there are standard pro-
cedures that we followed in the past;
that we would come in, we would swear
Senators in, and then we would go
away and come back after the Presi-
dent sent down his budget and his mes-
sage to Congress.

Those are normal times. But these
are not normal times. We have upwards
of 400,000, or soon will have 400,000,
American troops in the Mideast. There
is a date of January 15 set by a U.N.
resolution prompted by the United
States, confirmed by the Security
Council, after which member nations
are allowed to use force in order to get
Iraqi troops out of Kuwait. All that has
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happened since this body last met in
October.

When we left in October, many of us
were under the very clear and distinct
impression that the President of the
United States had made a decision to
continue to enforce sanctions, eco-
nomic sanctions, against Iraq, to take
all diplomatic and economic means
necessary to get Iraq out of Kuwait.

As I travel around my home State of
Towa, I find that people are somewhat
confused about just why are we there;
what is our goal? The goal has
changed. One time it is to get the Gov-
ernment of Kuwait back in power. At
another time it is because of oil. An-
other time we are told it is because of
jobs. Another time because Saddam
Hussein is worse than Hitler, and we
cannot allow this to happen. The rea-
sons for us being there seem to change
as the winds change.

When we left in October, on at least
eight occasions, the President of the
United States was quoted as saying
that sanctions were working; that we
should have patience. On October 19, to
the National Italian American Founda-
tion at the White House, I quote the
President:

I think the bottom line is he (Saddam)
can't prevail. So, we're going to stay with
this, stay the course and send a strong moral
message out there, and a simple one: One big
country can't bully its neighbor and take it
over.

On October 1, the President was
quoted as saying:

I have heard * * * more optimism in var-
ious quarters that the sanctions are really
beginning to bite hard.

On September 11, before a joint ses-
sion of Congress, the President said:

Let no one doubt our staying power, * * *
Together with our friends and allies, ships of
the United States Navy are today patrolling
Mideast waters. They've already intercepted
more than 700 ships to enforce the sanctions.
Three regional leaders I spoke with just yes-
terday told me that these sanctions are
working. Iraq is feeling the heat. * * * They
are cut off from world trade, unable to sell
their oil. And only a tiny fraction of goods
get through, * * * I cannot predict just how
long it will take to convince Iraq to with-
draw from Kuwait. Sanctions will take time
to have their full intended effect.

Thus speaks the President of the
United States.

On October 29, in San Francisco, he
said:

And I would hope that the economic sanc-
tions * * * will convince him that he should,
without conditions, get out of Kuwait.

Well, as reported in the Washington
Post on December 7, 1990, in Latin
America the President said:

I've not been one who has been convinced
that sanctions alone would bring him to his
senses.

Well, no wonder the people of Amer-
ica are confused. Here is the President
saying time and time again that we
should have patience, moral leadership,
economic sanctions to show a new
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world order for collective security with
a mission that would bind together to
assure that a bully like Saddam Hus-
sein cannot succeed. Not by unleashing
the dogs of war, but by isolating, sanc-
tioning, ensuring that his economy
cannot function.

There are some even today who say
that Saddam has already won. Quite to
the contrary, he is losing every day.
Recent estimates are that Saddam
Hussein and Iraq are losing somewhere
in the neighborhood of $70 million a
day in lost oil revenues that they can-
not sell. They cannot use any of their
occupied Kuwaiti ports. So he has
gained nothing and he is losing every
day. I think that we should have pa-
tience, as the President first said.

Or, as another one of the my distin-
guished colleagues said the other day,
which is better: Do we want to wait a
year and a half, perhaps, for sanctions
to really have their effect, or to per-
haps lose 20,000 American lives in a war
that would take place early this year?

So all of this has happened since we
adjourned in October. Immediately
after the election, the President an-
nounced that we were going to double
the troop strength to almost 400,000.
After the election. Then the January 15
deadline was brought by the President.
Secretary Baker went around the
world, getting all the nations to sup-
port the vote in the U.N. Security
Council.

This Senator wonders, and I wonder
aloud, what Secretary Baker promised
all these nations to get them to vote
for this resolution? I would note for the
record that the day after the United
Nations vote when China abstained—
they could have vetoed the resolution,
but China abstained—the day after, the
Chinese Foreign Minister had a meet-
ing with the President at the White
House. After what happened in the
Tiananmen Square last year, what did
Secretary Baker promise China to get
them to abstain the Security Council?
I think that is a question that needs to
be answered.

So these are not normal times. These
are not the times when we can close
our doors and go home. It is time for us
to stand up and be counted.

January 23 is an arbitrary date—it is
not written in the Constitution that we
have to come back January 23—just
like January 15 is an arbitrary date. It
is not written in stone anywhere. So
now is the time for us to take this up.

Again, as I said earlier, my resolu-
tion does not get to the merits of mili-
tary action. I have been talking about
the merits early of using military force
here because I think they are inter-
twined with the constitutional issue. I
do not think you can talk about one
without also talking about the other.

But the first step is to reaffirm the
constitutional obligations of Congress.
I use my arguments on sanctions to
buttress my belief that we have to have
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a vote on this prior to any kind of mili-
tary action in the Mideast.

We have been told time and time
again by Secretary Baker that the coa-
lition may fall apart if we do not act.
We do not know if we can hold them to-
gether. Is that what we have come to
as a nation? That we can no longer lead
by moral force, by persuasion, eco-
nomically or by example, but the only
way we can lead in the world is by
brute military force? Is that what we
have come to as a country? I think
that is an unfortunate statement for
our Secretary of State; that we cannot
lead the free world for 1 year or a year
and a half or 2 years to keep the sanc-
tions on, and that the only way we can
lead is through brute military force. I
think that is unbecoming of the Sec-
retary of State. And I do not believe
that our country has come to that. I
still believe America can lead by exam-
ple and persuasion and moral force and
economically in the world community
today. And yes, like the President, I
want a new world order, one of collec-
tive security, under the auspices of the
United Nations.

In August, I was somewhat taken to
task by members of the administration
for objecting to some of the actions
that were taking place in August. At
that time, I stated quite clearly that
the President should have followed the
lead of Dwight Eisenhower when, in
1958, President Eisenhower on one day
sent 15,000 troops into Lebanon. Three
days later, he went before the United
Nations and asked the United Nations
to take over that peacekeeping force so
we could withdraw our troops. The
United Nations did it. That is the kind
of example of leadership we need in the
White House. It is the kind of example
we need of collective security in a new
world order.

I stated that at the time President
Bush said that, he had something
President Eisenhower did not have
going for him in 1958; we have Gorba-
chev on our side. What would that have
said to the world community if both
Gorbachev and Bush had gone to the
United Nations and together had said,
“We stopped Saddam Hussein from
going any further; now it is up to the
United Nations to take over that oper-
ation"? We would supply troops. So
would other member nations. And then
the United Nations could assess mem-
ber nations for the cost of that oper-
ation. That should have been the prop-
er course of action for us to take, not
to go it alone.

Mr. SIMON. Will my colleague yield?

Mr. HARKIN. I will yield to my good
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. I thank my friend and I
commend him for urging restraint on
the part of the administration. I would
like to just interject 1 minute to un-
derscore what my colleague from Iowa
has said.
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Seven of us, who went to the Middle
East under the leadership of Senator
MITCHELL, met with President Bush the
day that we got back, about 2 weeks
ago, and at the end of a meeting of
more than an hour with President
Bush, he said: Let me summarize by
saying if we use military force, we can
make the United Nations really mean-
ingful for the first time and really es-
tablish world order.

And I said: Mr. President, I know you
meant to close with that, but can I
have 30 additional seconds? And he said
yes.

I said: Mr. President, you know, if
Libya invades Chad, or Mozambique in-
vades Malawi, neither of which I think
is going to happen, but if those things
were to happen, we are not going to
send 400,000 troops. We might and prob-
ably would vote sanctions.

If we can make sanctions stick, then
we have found a mechanism to really
establish stability in the world, not the
use of military might, which may or
may not be used. I think that under-
scores what my colleagues from Iowa
has said, that restraint ought to be
used in this kind of situation, and I
commend him.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my friend from
Illinois for his comments. He has been
a long-time leader in bringing sane and
rational thinking to this body, and es-
pecially as it concerns the situation in
the Mideast.

Let me close my comments by again
saying that we must, as a body, address
this constitutional issue. We can no
longer shun our responsibilities under
the Constitution. Each Senator, each
Congressman must stand up and be
counted on this issue.

Last, as to the merits of the case it-
self, as someone who spent a good deal
of time in the military, somewhat a
student of past military actions of this
country and others, it seems to me
there is always one principle that a na-
tion should follow if, in fact, it is going
to war: Strike the enemy when he is
the weakest, not when he is the strong-
est. We can keep sanctions on for a
year and a half or two, until he uses his
spare parts and he cannot fly his jet
aircraft and his tank commanders can-
not get replacement parts for his
tanks. If, and I use the word if, if at
that time the sanctions are not work-
ing, and we then must resort to force,
it would seem to me that is when he
will be the weakest. Now he is the
strongest.

So let the sanctions work and let this
body vote up or down, before the first
bullet flies, as to whether or not we are
going to permit the President to initi-
ate the war or whether we are going to
have that responsibility ourselves.

I suppose if the Congress wants to
give it up, perhaps they can give it up,
but I think that would be shunning the
oath of office that we stood in the well
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yesterday and took, to uphold the Con-
stitution of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WIRTH). The Senator from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I joined with my col-
league, Senator HARKIN, yesterday in
objecting to a procedure that would
have potentially prevented debate and
hopefully congressional vote on the
war that may occur in the Middle East
on January 15.

This was not something that should
have been a surprise to anyone that
this would occur, because on November
29, when the Congress was out of ses-
sion, I, as a single Senator from the
State of Washington, was so upset with
the actions of the President, taken, as
pointed out by my colleague from
Iowa, when the Congress was at recess
and after the election, to change the
character of the whole operation in the
Middle East from a defensive, United
Nations sanctioned action to an esca-
lation of *‘let us use force,” that I ap-
peared, made a public statement oppos-
ing the use of force, and put in the
RECORD for the public to see at that
time my exchange of letters with the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and with the majority leader,
stating that I did not believe force
should be used. I put forth the letters
that I had written prior to our adjourn-
ment saying that if we adjourn sine
die, I am concerned that this President
may change his mind and may move to
an operation that involves force so we
should be in a position to call ourselves
back; and second, there should be a
consulting.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I have printed in the RECORD
both my statement I made on Novem-
ber 29 and the attached letters to and
from the majority leader and the chair-
man of the Senate Armed Services
Committee.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SENATOR BROCK ADAMS' STATEMENT ON UP-
COMING U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL VOTE CON-
CERNING USE OF FORCE IN THE PERSIAN
GULF

The United Nations Security Council will
vote this afternoon on the Administration's
proposal to authorize the use of force in the
Persian Gulf.

This is an abrupt change in U.S. policy
since Congress adjourned. It represents a
dramatic shift from a policy of defense, de-
terrence, and reliance on U.N.-imposed eco-
nomic sanctions to a call for U.N.-support
for a U.S.-led war against Saddam Hussein—
a war that would cost countless American
casualties and billions of dollars.

I am here today to announce that this
United States Senator is opposed to Presi-
dent Bush's new offensive policy provoked by
the rapid escalation in the number of U.S.
troops in the Persian Gulf.

I will do all in my power to oppose the U.S.
going to war in the Persian Gulf.
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I have supported our original policy goals
in the Gulf. I support the defense of Saudi
Arabia, and I condemn the invasion and sub-
sequent destruction of Kuwait, but I do not
believe the solution is an invasion by U.S.
forces, which would cost thousands of lives
and lay the seeds for long-term enmity be-
tween the United States and the Arab world.

The new world order should not resort to
old-world tactics. There will be many more
regional conflicts in the next 40 years, and
the U.S. should not inaugurate this new era
by serving as the world's police or by being
a muscleman for other nations.

If the U.N. wants to use force in the Gulf,
it should be with multilateral forces. The
U.8. should secure a resolution under Article
43 of the U.N. Charter that would create a
true multilateral force, with all countries in-
volved bearing their fair share, under the
U.N. military staff committee.

Today’s action, however, only ensures mul-
tilateral support for American military ac-
tion, which neither the American people nor
the Congress have been asked to support.

I am only one, a single member of the
United States Senate, but perhaps what I
have said today will cause others harboring
doubts to speak their minds. We are on a
reckless course in the Persian Gulf, and the
time to change course is now.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, November 30, 1990.
Hon. THOMAS FOLEY,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,
DC

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I commend your
strong statements in defense of the division
of the constitutional powers between Con-
gress and the President.

I know you will be meeting today with the
President and I hope you will be able to indi-
cate to him that many of our colleagues op-
pose his dramatic shift from a defensive pol-
icy that relies on UN-endorsed sanctions to
one of sending thousands of additional U.S.
troops prepared for a military offensive in
the Gulf. I firmly believe that the earlier de-
fensive policy enjoys widespread popular and
Congressional support. The offensive policy
that has brought us to the brink of war does
not.

Yesterday, I announced my opposition to
President Bush’s new offensive policy and to
the U.S. going to war in the Persian Gulf.
For your information, I am enclosing a copy
of that statement.

I am deeply concerned that yesterday's UN
resolution, however historic, only ensures
multilateral support for a U.S. military ef-
fort, which will cause the loss of thousands
of lives and cost billions of dollars. Instead,
the President should seek approval of a true
multilateral peacekeeping force as outlined
in Articles 43 and 46 of the UN Charter.
These Articles provide for the creation of a
UN multilateral force by the Security Coun-
cil and under the control of the UN Military
Staff Committee.

I appreciate your decisions to create a Con-
gressional Consultative Group and to incor-
porate into the sine die resolution a provi-
sion giving the Congressional leadership au-
thority to call a special session while Con-
gress is adjourned. As you know from my
previous letters, I support both actions.
However, I agree with your decision not to
call Congress back into session before the
102nd Congress convenes in January.

1 know that others in the House and Sen-
ate harbor similar doubts about the recent
deployment. I hope that they will join me in
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voicing their concerns so that a war in the
Gulf can be avoided.
With best regards,
BROCK ADAMS.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, November 30, 1990.
Hon. GEORGE MITCHELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: I commend your strong
statements in defense of the division of the
constitutional powers between Congress and
the President.

I know you will be meeting today with the
President and I hope you will be able to indi-
cate to him that many of our colleagues op-
pose his dramatic shift from a defensive pol-
icy that relies on UN-endorsed sanctions to
one of sending thousands of additional U.S.
troops prepared for a military offensive in
the Gulf. I firmly believe that the earlier de-
fensive policy enjoys widespread popular and
Congressional support. The offensive policy
that has brought us to the brink of war does
not.

Yesterday, I announced my opposition to
President Bush's new offensive policy and to
the U.S. going to war in the Persian Gulf.
For your information, I am enclosing a copy
of that statement.

I am deeply concerned that yesterday's UN
resolution, however historic, only ensures
multilateral support for a U.S. military ef-
fort, which will cause the loss of thousands
of lives and cost billions of dollars. Instead,
the President should seek approval of a true
multinational peacekeeping force as outlined
in Articles 43 and 46 of the UN Charter.
These Articles provide for the creation of a
UN multilateral force by the Security Coun-
cil and under the control of the UN Military
Staff Committee.

I appreciate your decisions to create a Con-
gressional Consultative Group and to incor-
porate into the sine die resolution a provision
giving the Congressional leadership author-
ity to call a special session while Congress is
adjourned. As you know from my previous
letters, I support both actions. However, 1
agree with your decision not to call Congress
back into session before the 102d Congress
convenes in January,

I know that others in the House and Sen-
ate harbor similar doubts about the recent
deployment. I hope that they will join me in
voicing their concerns so that a war in the
Gulf can be avoided.

With best regards,
BROCK ADAMS.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, DC, November 1, 1990,
Hon. BROCK ADAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR Brock: This is in response to your
letters of October 5 and October 10. I appre-
ciate you sharing your thoughts with me on
the Persian Gulf.

I spoke to the Majority Leader on a few oc-
casions concerning the adjournment of Con-
gress at a time when U.S. forces are deployed
in the Persian Gulf.

1 believe that Senator Mitchell's action,
taken in conjunction with Speaker Foley, to
designate a joint bipartisan leadership group
for consultations with the President on de-
velopments in the Persian Gulf while Con-
gress is not in session and to provide in the
concurrent resolution of adjournment for the
Majority Leader and Speaker of the House to
recall the Congress, are appropriate ways to
deal with the issue.
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Thanks again for sharing your thoughts on
this important matter.
Sincerely,
SaM NUNN.
Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, October 10, 1990.
Hon. SAM NUNN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SAM: As you know, I have been very
concerned that Congress faces a sine die ad-
journment in October with the grave possi-
bility that hostilities will occur in the Per-
sian Gulf during adjournment.

At a meeting last week with the Majority
Leader, you and I suggested a Congressional
Consulting Group be established by concur-
rent resolution to meet with the President
on a continuing basis. This is presently pend-
ing in the Rules Committee. I have asked
Senator Ford for his help in moving this
from Committee to the Floor.

A second problem that was discussed with
the Leader in a meeting last week was a
form of Resolution if actions in the Persian
Gulf move from the present defensive pos-
ture to offensive action involving hostilities.
I have taken portions of the original Resolu-
tion that you and Senators Byrd, Warner,
and Mitchell proposed last year and Senator
Biden's extensive work and that of staff, to
craft a form of Resolution that would not be
connected to the War Powers Act. That Act
would remain as it is. I am enclosing a copy
of this Resolution and I have asked the Ma-
jority Leader to call us together at the earli-
est possible date to be certain a form of Res-
olution is available during recess, sine die, or
that Congress reserve the power to recon-
vene in case of war.

I hope I will hear from you.

Sincerely,
BROCK ADAMS.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, October 25, 1990.
Hon. GEORGE J. MITCHELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: Thank you for your let-
ter of October 23, 1990, regarding your plans,
with Speaker Foley, to form a bipartisan
leadership consultative group.

The formation of this group, along with a
concurrent adjournment resolution which
will allow Congress to be called back into
session in the event of hostilities, is indeed a
first step to ensuring that Congress exercise
its constitutional authority with respect to
the situation in the Persian Gulf.

It is my hope that we can work together to
further strengthen Congress' war making
powers as provided by the constitution. On
this point, I believe that if hostilities were
to occur, the consultative group which you
are creating should be empowered to intro-
duce a resolution authorizing the continued
commitment of U.8. armed forces in such
hostilities. This resolution should be consid-
ered under expedited procedures such as a
4(a)(1) resolution of the War Powers Act.

I intend, before we adjourn, to put in the
RECORD, a form of a resolution which could
be used to carry out these recommendations,
I deeply appreciate what you have done and
I look forward to continuing our joint efforts
on this very important matter.

Sincerely,
BROCK ADAMS.
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U.8. SBENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,
Washington, DC, October 23, 1990.
Hon. BROCK ADAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR BroOCK: I greatly value your views
about the importance of Executive consulta-
tion with Congress regarding any decisions
that might lead to war, particularly in the
context of the approaching recess and the
situation in the Persian Gulf.

Your advice has helped prompt Speaker
Foley and me to invite the bipartisan leader-
ship and the chairmen and ranking members
of the relevant committees to participate in
a consultative group for this purpose. 1 will
urge the President to consult with this
group, while recognizing that such a group
cannot substitute for the whole of Congress.

In this regard, Speaker Foley and I will
also ensure that the concurrent adjournment
resolution provides that, in consultation
with Mr. Michel and Senator Dole, we will be
able to recall the Congress to Washington as
necessary.

I hope that you will consider these actions
a step forward in helping to ensure that Con-
gress is able to exercise its constitutional
authority with respect to war powers.

You and your resolution regarding con-
sultation have played a key role in this re-
gard. I thank you for your counsel and sup-
port on this extremely important issue.

Sincerely,
GEORGE J. MITCHELL.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, October 10, 1990.
Hon. GEORGE MITCHELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: As you know, many of
us have expressed our views about the situa-
tion in Iraq and the necessity of Congres-
sional involvement. Of special concern is the
fact that, once we adjourn sine die, the only
way we could be called back, should military
action occur, is for the President to call an
emergency session. This concern is espe-
cially acute in light of recent press reports
of contemplated military action.

Therefore, we are writing to express our
belief that, when the Congress passes a con-
current resolution of adjournment sine die,
language should be included reserving the
right of our Senate and House leadership to
call us back into session prior to the com-
mencement of the 102nd Congress. In review-
ing precedents established in previous ses-
sions of Congress, we have found that Con-
gress has frequently adjourned sine die with
a call-back provision. For example, this was
done in 1983 due to the situation then exist-
ing in Lebanon.

Our recent concurrent resolution express-
ing support for the President's efforts thus
far made it clear that in the event of immi-
nent hostilities or a contemplated military
effort against Iraq by the United States, the
President remains obliged to operate within
constitutional and legislative processes. To
assure that we are in a position to discharge
those constitutional responsibilities allo-
cated to the legislative branch, we believe
that our leadership in both the Senate and
House need to reserve the option of
reassembling without having to await Presi-
dential action in reconvening Congress.

We, therefore, respectfully request that
you put forth an adjournment resolution
which contains language similar to the fol-
lowing:

“‘Sec. . The Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the President pro tempore
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of the Senate, or the Majority Leader of the
House of Representatives and the Majority
Leader of the Senate, shall notify the Mem-
bers of the House and Senate, respectivey, to
reassemble whenever, in their opinion, the
public interest shall warrant it."

We would be most willing to discuss this
matter with you personally should you
s0 desire.

Sincerely,
BROCK ADAMS.
TERRY SANFORD.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I take
the floor today because we have now
given our consent to a unanimous-con-
sent agreement that attempts, I hope,
to provide for debate and for congres-
sional action before the bullets fly and
the bombs fall. If we do not take con-
gressional action prior to an independ-
ent action by the President, the whole
character of the vote changes. Mem-
bers that might vote on the merits
against using force and, instead, con-
tinuing the use of sanctions and con-
tinuing the use of the U.N. operation,
will be faced with the argument in
their districts and their States, House
and Senate, that you are not support-
ing our boys overseas; that you are not
supporting a policy that has already
been put in to effect.

The time for decision is now. That is
why Senator HARKIN and myself intro-
duced the resolution yesterday, or at-
tempted to, I should say, put in the
resolution, that just simply states that
the President must come to the Con-
gress and obtain authorization before
the use of force in the Middle East.

A second purpose I have for taking
the floor today is that, if the unani-
mous-consent agreement is agreed to,
it provides that we can introudce the
joint resolution which states what the
Congress feels, its belief with regard to
the fact that the President must come
to the Congress to obtain authorization
before going to war or using force.

But on January 14, if we debate this
issue, on that date, I will reintroduce
Senate Joint Resolution 386. One of the
reasons I put into the RECORD the
statement I made on November 29 was
that prior to adjourning, I put in Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 385 and Senate
Joint Resolution 386 which state that
the President, as a matter of law, must
come to the Congress and provide for
expedited proceedings for resolution.

Let me tell you what my concern is,
where it comes from, and the concern
of Senator HARKIN, that we have time
for debate and resolution of the issue.
Seven times during the reflagging of
Kuwaiti vessels, when we were then on
the other side of the Saddam Hussein-
Kuwait operation as opposed to Iran,
after we had taken hostilities, we tried
to bring up the war powers resolution
to say that the President was author-
ized to take certain actions.

We were not even trying to prevent
the actions. We were trying to say
there should be an authorization but
there is a limitation on it of this
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amount of time, and this is the author-
ization that is required for money to
spent. This was filibustered. This was
filibustered to an extent that we could
not even bring it to a final conclusion.

My concern, as I stand here today, is
that the same thing will occur to any
resolution that we attempt to bring up
and we attempt to pass prior to the
January 15 date.

We have received, to say the least,
confused signals as to what January 15
means. I have been criticized by others
for saying that January 15 has been
made into a potential war date, or that
the bombs may fall on that day. I did
not set January 15. No Member of Con-
gress set January 15. This was proposed
by the administration and has been ac-
cepted by the administration as its
own date when it could go to the Unit-
ed Nations, obtain authorization for
the use of force, and that it would oper-
ate on that date.

But I would state to the Members
very clearly again, as I did yesterday,
that the U.N. resolution does not au-
thorize the President to go to war. It
does not authorize the President to use
force that is the equivalent of going to
war. That must be authorized under
the charter, sections 41, 43, and 46, by
the individual countries. This is not at
this point an authorization by the
United Nations for the use of a U.N.
force as a U.N. force. It authorizes na-
tions individually to go.

So I will introduce Senate Joint Res-
olution 386 on the 14th, which provides
for expedited proceedings. We need
those expedited proceedings. The only
reason we ever tried to use the War
Powers Act is because it could cut off
a filibuster and it would allow the Con-
gress to work its will.

I do not want to see the Congress pre-
vented from working its will on this
critical, crucial issue that faces this
Nation of whether or not we will be at
war in the Middle East.

So that resolution will be introduced
on the 14th.

But today, if this goes through, we
will introduce, Senator HARKIN and
myself, a Senate resolution that fits
the una